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PoO.Box 200701
1420 East 6th Avenuc

Helena,MT 59620

March 12,2002

Ladies and Gentlemen:

The City of Lewistown in coordination with the Montana, Fish, Wildlife & Parks,
proposes to dredge the "Frog Ponds" to create an urban fishery in Lewistown, Montana.
Appendices and additional copies of the Environmental Assessment for the Lewistown
Frog Pond Dredging and Development project are available from the Montana Fish,
Wildlife & Parks, Lewistown Area Office, P.O. Box 938; 2358 Airport Road or by
calling (406) 538-4658. Comments will be accepted until5:00 PM April 17,2002. All
comments regarding this project should be sent to Anne Tews, Montana, Fish, Wildlife &
Parks, P.O. Box 938, Lewistown, MT 59457. If you have any questions, please contact
Anne Tews, Fisheries Biologist at 538-4658 ext.227.

Sincerely:

Tom Reilly
Assistant Parks Administrator
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Departinent of Fish,Wildlife and Parks

ENⅥRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT

Project Title:Lcwistown Frog Pond Dred“ ng and Fishery Development
Descrlption Of ProJect:Dredge the ttog DOndS to provide a recreational fishcry, 'I｀

hΩ proiecl will bc
city of

1.LAND RESOURCES

Will the proposed action resultin:

lMPACT

Can Irnpact
Be

Mitigated
Comment

Index
Unknown None Minor

Potcntlaly

Signiflcant

a. Soil instability or changes in geologic
substrucfurc? X

b. Disruption, displacerrrnt, erosion, cornpaction,
moisturc loss, or ovo-covering of soil which
would reduce productivity or ferrility?

X Page 14

c. Desfuction, covering or modification ofany
unique geologic or phpical features? X

d. Changes in siltation, deposition or erosion
panems that rmy nrodifo the channel of a river or
stream or the bed or shore ofa lake?

X Page 14

e. Expmure ofpeople or property to earthquakes,
landslides, ground failure, or other natural hazard? X

1 0thcr
ゝ

2.AIR

Will the proposed actiOn resultin:

nイPACT

Can lmpact

Bc
Mitigated

Comment
Index

Unknown None Minor
Potentlaly

Signincant

a. Emission ofarr pollutants or deterioration of
ambiert air quality? (also see 13 (c)) X Page 14

b. Creation ofobjectionable odon?
X Page 14

c- Alteration of air movemelt, moisture, or
ternperaturc pattems or any change in climate, either
locally or regionally?

X

d. Adverse effects on vegetation, including crops, due
to increased ernissions of pollutants? X

e. For P-R/D-J proiecs, will the project rcsult in any
discharge which will conflict with federal or state air
quality rcgs? (Also see 2a)

X

1 0thcr
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3. WATER

Will the proposed action result in:

a. Discharge into surface water or any alteration ofsurface
water quality including but not limited to tenperaurre,
dissolved oxygan or turbidit/

b. Changes in drainage panerns or the ratc and armunt of
surface runoft?

c. Alteration of the course or rmgnitude of floodwater or
oth€r flows?

d. Changes in the amount ofsurface water in any water
body or creation ofa new water bod/

e. Expcure of people or property to water related hazads
such as flooding?

f. Changes in the quality ofgroundwater?

g. Changes in the quantity olgrounduater?

h. Increase in risk ofcontamination ofsurface or
groundnater?

i. Effects on any existing water right or reservation?

k. Effects on other users as a result ofany alteration in
surface or grounduater quantity?

l.For P-R/D-J, will the pmject affect a desigrrated
floodplain? (Also see 3c)

m. For P-R/DJ, will the project result in any discharge
that will affect fHeral or state water quality r€gulations?
(Also see 3a)

j. Effecs on other water users as a result ofany alteration
in surface or grounduater quality?
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4. VEGETATION

Will the proposed action result in:

MPACT
Can Inpact

Be
Mitisated

Comment
IndexUnknown None Minor

Potentially
Significant

a. Changes in the diversity, productivity or abundance ofplant
species (including uees, shrubs, grass, crops, and aquatic plants)? X Page 15

b. Alteration ofa plant conrnunitf X Page 15

c. Adversc effects on any unique, rare, threatened, or endargered
species?

X

d. Reduction in acreage or productivity ofany agricultural land? X

e. Establishnrnt or spread ofnoxious weeds? X Page 15

f. For P-R/DJ, will the project affect wetlands, or prirne and unique
famland? X Page 15

g. Other:



露:漁Lli:黒慧守∬¶彙:iザ搬
pmem

5.FISIIMLDLIFE

WiH the propOsed ac● On result m:

a Detenoralon Ofcntical ish Or"lldlife habitat?

b Claryes in the diversity or abundance of game animals or birdspecies?

c. Changes in the diversity or abundance ofnongame species?

d. Inuoduction ofnew species into an area?

c Crea10n ofa bamertO the nugra10n or movement Ofaninlals?

樹recfFecも
m myu面quQ眠,幅m“ ,∝ mdm福

辮柳
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h 3*+el, will the pmject be performed in any area in which T&E
ilffj:,T^?^T^1c.Td wilr the project affect any i&e species or their
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6. NOISE/ELECTRICAL EFFECTS

Will the proposed action result in:

MPACT

Can Irnpact
Be

Mitigated
Comment

Index

UnknOwn None Minor
Potentla‖ y
Signincant

Isung nolse levclsマ

X Page 15
D. tsxposure ofpeople to severe or nuisance noise levels?

c. Creation ofelectrostatic or elecfomagnetic effecs that could bedetrimental to hunnn health or property?

d. Interference with radio or television reception and operation?

e. Other:

X Page 15

X

X

⌒
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7. LAND USE

Will the proposed action result in:

Ⅲ PACT

Can Inpact
Be Mitieated

Comnrnt
IndexUnbown) None Minor

Potentially
Significant

a. Alteration of or interference with the productivity or profitability
ofthe existing land use ofan area?

X

b. Conflicted with a dcignated natural area or area ofunusral
scientifi c or educational inportance? X

c. Conflict with any existing land use whose presence would
consfain or potantially prohibit the proposed action?

X

d. Adverse effects on or relocation ofresidences? X

e. Other: _

8. RISKAIEALTH HAZARDS

Will the proposed action result in:

IMPACT

Can Inpact
Be Mitieated

Comment
IndexUnknown None MinorD

Potantially
Significant

a. Risk ofan explosion or release ofhazardous substances
(including, but not limited to oil, pesticides, chemicals, or radiation)
in the event of an accident or other forms of dimrption?

X

b. Affect an exisfing emergancy response or emergency evacuation
plan or create a need for a new plan? X

c. Creation olany hunzn health hazard or potential hazard? X

d. For P-RrD-J, will any chemical toxicants be used? (Also see 8a) X

e. Other:

9. COMMTINITY IMPACT

Will the proposed action result in:

IMPACT

Can Impact
Be Mitieated

Comment
IndexUnknown None Minor

Potentially
Significant

a. Alteration ofthe location, disfibution, density, or growth rate of
the hunnn population ofan area?

X

b. Alteration of the social structure of a community? X

c. Alteration ofthe level or distribution ofernployrnent or
community or personal income? X

d. Changes in indusfial or cornrnercial activity? X

e. Increased traffic hazards or effects on existing transportation
tacilities or pattems ofnrovement ofpeople and goods? X Page 16

i Othcri
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I O. PUBLIC SERVICES4AXESruTILITIES

Will the proposed action result in:

a. Will the proposed action have an effect upsr or result in a need
for new or altered governrrrntal services in any of the following
areas: fire or police protection, schmls, parkVrecreational facilities,
roads or other public maintenance, water suppty, sewer or septic
systems, solid waste disposal, health, or other govanmental
services? lf any, speciff :

b. Will the pmposed action have an effect upqr the local or state tax
base and revenues?

c. Will the proposed action result in a need for new lacilities or
substantial alterations of any of the following utilities: electric
powo, natural gas, other fuel supply or disfibution systens, or
communications?

I 1. AESTHETICS/RECREATION

Will the proposed action result in:

卜lPACT

Can Impact
Be Mitisated

Comment
IndexUnknown None Minor

Potentially
Significant

a. Alteration of any scenic vista or creation ofan aesthetically
offensive site or effect that is open to public view? X

b. Alteration of the aesthetic character of a comrnunity or
neighbo'hood? X

c. Alteration of the quality or quantity ofrecreationaUtourism
opportunities and settings? X Page 16

d. For P-R./D-J, will any designated or proposed wild or scenic
rivers, trails or wildemess areas be irnpacted? (Also see I la, l lc) X

e. Other:

UⅣし」ヽLNV■KUNⅣ lLN

12 CULTURAL/111STORICAL FESOURCES IMPACT

Can Irpact
Be Mitigated

Comment
IndexWill the proposed action result in: Unknown None Minor

Potentially
Sigrificant

a. Destruction or alteration of any site, structure or object of
prehistoric historic, or paleontological irnportance?

X

b. Physical change that would affect unique cultural values? X

c. Effecs on existing religious or sacred uses of a site or area? X

d. For P-R/D-J, will the project affect historic or cultural resources?
Attach SHPO letter of clearance. (Also see l2.a) X Page 16

e. Other:

IMPACT

Can Irnpact
Be Mitisated

Comment
IndexUnknoMl None Minor

Potentially
Significant

X

X

X

d. Will the proposed action result in incrcased used of any enagy
source ? X
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13.StlMMARY EVALUATION OF
SIGNIFICANCE

Will the proposed actio■ collSidered as a wholc:

卜lPACT

Can lrnpact
Be Mitieated

Conlment
lndexUnknown None Minor

Potentially
Sigrificant

a. Have inpacts ftat are individually limited, but cumulatively
considerable? (A pmject or progra.m may result in inpacts on two
or rnorc sep:uate resources which create a significant effect when
considered togaher or in otal.)

X

b. Involve potential risks or advcrse effects which are uncertain but
exfernely hazardous ifthey were to occur?

X

c. Potentially conflict with the substantive requiremenB of any
local, state, or lederal law, regulation, standard or formal plan? X

d. Establish a prccedeflt or likelihmd that future actions with
significant environnEntrl irrpacts will be proposed? X

e. Generate substantial debate or controversy about the nature of the
irnpacs that would be cr€ated? X

f. For P-R/D-J. is the project expected to have organized oppcition
or generate substantial public controversy? (Also see I 3e)

X Page 16

g. For P-R/DJ, list any federal or state permits required. ４

６事
事

Ｐ

ｐ

Other groups cOntacted or which may have overlappingjurisdictioni Citv ofLewistown.SHPO.COE.

USFWS,NRCS.The EA win be placed on MFWP web site and dstrib■ ed tO interested parties.

Based on thc signiicance c五 teHa evaluated in this EA,is an EIS required?YES/NO:坐
If an EIS is not required,explain wttι the EA is the appЮ pHate level ofanalysis for dlis pЮ posed action:Due
to the scope and natre ofthis proiect,it will not have a sittuflcant mpact upon the hllman envirorlment and

the outcome should be beneicial. The preparation ofan EIS is not required for MEPA.

Dllration ofcOFrment peHod:Corunents will be accepted llntil ApHl 17.2002.Send commentsto Ame Tews

at address listed below.

Nalne,title,address and phone number ofthe Pcrson(s)Rcsponsible for Prepanng the EA:

Ettpreparedby

Prinary author

Ame Tews                   BObbi Keeler            TOm Reiny
Ⅳ

『

WP                 NIIFWP             NIIFWP
Fishe五 es Biologist          Federal Aid Coordinator    Assistant Administrator earks)
406-538-4658 ext.227               406444‐ 4756                406444-3752
Lenistown Area Resource Offlce     Helena Hcadquarters        Helena Hcadquarters

P.0.Box 938                    P.o.Box 200701           P.0.Box 200701
Lcwistown,MT 59457            Helena,W59620          Helena,ヽ r「 59620
antews@sttte.mt.us

V
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Lewistown Frog Pond
Dredging and Fishery Development

l. Purpose of the Proposed State Action

The purpose of this project is to dredge two shallow ponds historically lonown as the "Old Folks ponds" and
recently renamed the "Frog Ponds." The ponds are located in a park within the Lewistown City limits and are
located within two city blocks of a public school. The city location is well suited for kids and senior citizens.
The ponds will be dredged to a maximum depth of 8 feet to create a viable urban fishery and to enhance
wildlife values. It is anticipated that the combined volume of both ponds will increase iom about 2.5 acre-feet
to 4 - 6 acre-feet. The majority of the pond depth will be ress than 5 feet.

2. Need for the Action

Dredging these ponds will create opportunities for fishing within the Lewistown City limits. From 1954 - lgTl
these ponds were stocked by the Montana Fish, Wildlife and Parks (MFWP) and served as a popular kid's
fishing area (MFWP 1999). Since the 1970's, the ponds have not been stocked because of incrlasing sediment
accumulation.

3. Background and Issue Scoping

The Frog Ponds are part of the City of Lewistown Park System. This park was acquired by the city in 2000
when approximately 22 acres were transferred from the State of Montana (Departrnent of Public Health and
Human Services) to the City of Lewistown. The ponds were consftucted in the early 1950's.

Current Fishery: The ponds have silted in during the last 50 years and have not been stocked since the early
1970's. They no longer provide much of a fishery. Brook trout, fathead minnows, white suckers, redbelly dace
and longnose dace were sampled in Little Casino Creek near the ponds in 2000 - 2OOl. h 2000, 7 brook trout
that ranged from 2.5 - 10.5 inches were captured by electrofishing in a 230-foot sheam reach. The City of
Lewistown would like to re-establish a fishery in the ponds with a focus on kids and seniors. Recreation
enhancement has already begun in the area. In September 2000, a trail system was built around the ponds
(Appendix l). These tails provide handicapped access from the south side of the park to both ponds. Trails
are the only existing improvements at the park.

3.1 Location

The ponds are located in Fergus County, section 15, T15N Rl8E on Little Casino Creek a tributary to Big
Spring Creek. Big Spring Creek enters the Judith River about 23 miles downstream from the mouth of Little
Casino Creek. Several ponds are located upstream on private and USFWS lands (Appendix I and 2). The
drainage area of Little Casino Creek above the Frog Ponds is approximately 2500 acres.

3.2 Laws,GoalsrDirectivesrlnterrelationships

A. Fisheries Management Authorities

The Montana Legislature enacted Sections 87-l-2-l (3), MCA which grants MFWP "...the exclusive power to
spend for the protection, preservation, and propagation of fish. . ." MFW? has developed a vision for the future
as we enter the 2l't century. Goal B states: "Provide quality opportunities for public appreciation and
enjoyment of Fish, Wildlife and Parks resources. The MFW?'s six year operations plan (2000 - 2006) for the
Fisheries Program indicates the need for urban fisheries by objectives to "develop/implement fish management
plans for waters in urban areas. . . ." and to "Develop urban fishery sites. . . ."
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Restoration of the Frog Ponds falls within the statutory responsibilities of the agency and within the directives

from recent planning efforts.

B. MEPA and NEPA

MFWP must comply with laws and implementing rules for MEPA and NEPA. Through this Environmental
Assessment (EA) MFWP is concurrently complying with MEPA/NEPA and state and federal requirements for
historic presawation as described below in Section 3.2 C.

MEPA, under which public participation and this EA process is occurring, requires state agancies to perform an

environmental analysis for projects and other major actions of state government significantly affecting the
quality of the human environment. State agencies prepare EA's to determine whether a project will have a

significant effect on the environment. If the agency determines that a project will not have a significant impact,
the agency may issue a Decision Notice and proceed based upon the results of the EA. If the agency
determines that the project will have a significant impact that is not otherwise mitigated, the agency will
prepare a more detailed environmental impact statement (EIS) before making a decision to proceed.

NEPA, under which public participation and this EA process is concurrently occurring, is applicable because

Federal Aid in Sport Fish Restoration funds (Wallop-Breaux) are proposed to be used for the project. The state

agency, MFWP, conducts the NEPA review on behalf of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), Federal

Aid Division, in Denver, Colorado. However, the USFWS is the decision-maker and has the authority to either
issue a Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSD based on the results of the EA, or require that an EIS be
prepared.

C. Ilistoric and Cultural Resource Protection

Under both state and federal historic preservation statutes and regulations, MFWP and USFWS, respectively,
are required to determine whether the proposed project will adversely affect an historic structure or property. If
MFWP determines that the project will adversely affect such a property, we must enter into a memorandum of
agreement (MOA) with the federal and state historic review agencies to implement mitigation measures.

As this EA explains in Section 6.10, Historic and Cultural Resources, MFWP believes that this project will not
impact historic resources. A cultural resource inventory report was completed which indicated that the project
would have a low likelihood of impacting cultural resources (Appendix 3).

Two of the applicable statutes that are addressed by this EA include:
Section 22-3424, MCA duties of state agencies for identifuing and preserving historic properties and
Section 106, National Historic Preservation Act of 1966

3.3Issue Scoping

MFWP and the City of Lewistown have held several meetings that discussed the proposed project with citizens
and local government officials. All meetings were held in Lewistown, MT. MFWP officials from Helena, MT
and Region 4 met with the City of Lewistown, city commissioners, elected officials and other interested parties
on February 24,2000 and on October 3, 2000. On June 14,2000, about 20 people attended the City of
Lewistown Park Board public meeting conceming dredging of the ponds. Newspaper articles have also called
attention to the proposed project.

The following issues were discussed during public scoping:

- Dam Safety
- Number of Ponds to Dredge (one or both ponds)
- Tlpe of dredging equipment to be used

l0
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- Wetlandinventory/assessmentA' - Maintenance and Operation Plan for Frog pond Area
- Handicapped Access and new trail
- Disposal of excavated fill
- Bypass of water around ponds during construction
- Watershed assessment to address potential future siltation of pond

The Montana State Historical Society (SI{PO) was contacted to determine if there are potential impacts to
historic and cultural resources in the Frog Pond area. They determined it was unlikelythere would be impacts
to these resources (Appendix 3). Because Wallop-Breaux funding will also be used in this project, the
USFWS, Federal Aid Division in Denver has been contacted. A wetlands determination was completed by Bill
Berg of the USFWS, Charles M. Russell Refuge, which states that there would be long-term habitat
improvemernt due to this project (Appendix 4).

4.0 DECISIONS TO BE MADE/SCIMDULE

The following schedule lists decisions to be made, including the environmental review and public involvement
processes for MEPA, NEPA and Section 106 of the Historic Preservation Act of 1966. The construction will
be a two-step process. The Upper Pond will be deepened n2OO2 and the lower pond deepened in 2003.

Febury 2002

Febury 2002

March 2002

NIlarch 2002 or earlier

NIlarch 2002

ApH1 2002

July 2002

August 2002

September 2002

ApH1 2003

July 2003

August 2003

September 2003

Signed Memorandum of Understanding between city and MFWP

Draft MEPAAIEPA EA document advertised and distributed for public
review including a public meeting.

City of Lewistown applies for 124 permit (Stream Preservation Act) and a
DEQ 319 authorization.

NEPA document sent to USFWS along with grant proposal for request for
Federal Aid funding of project. USFWS sends draft FONSI to agencies for
comment and approves project (*or decides that an EIS must be prepared).

MFWP addresses comments, revises EA if appropriate and issues a MEPA
decision notice (*or decides that an EIS must be prepared).

Pull stop logs (upper pond) for 90 - 120 day dry-out

Award contract for upper pond

2 week construction begins

Construction substantially complete (upper pond)

Drain lower pond for 90 - 120 day dry-out

Award contract for lower pond

2 week construction begrns
Construction substantially complete on lower pond

|⌒ *Note: If either MFWP or the USFWS determines that an EIS must be prepared, a much more lengthy process
would be undertaken and a number of months would be added to this schedule.
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5.0 ALTERNATIYES INCLT]DING TIIE PROPOSED ACTION

The City considered several different alternatives, which are discussed below. A feasibility study (Jones 2001)

was done which offered several variations of completing the project without dryrng out the ponds. Alternative 2

and 3 evaluate two variations of those options. After the feasibility study was completed, another option,

drying out the ponds and using standard equipment was considered. Dryrng out the ponds was voted by the

Lewistown Park Board to be their proposed action on October 27,2001. Work will be done with a combination

of confacted and city crews. kr all but the No Action Alternative, a handicapped-parking site will be

constructed at the south end of the properfy and at least one disabled fishing location will be provided at both

ponds. The trail will be made accessible from the parking area to the disabled fishing locations. Feasible

alternatives include the following:

l. Drain ponds and allow to dry and excavate with standard equipment- Proposed action

2. Dredge with an excavator and deposit silt in lowland area

3. Dredge with floating hydraulic dredge and deposit silt in upland area

4. No Action

Jones (2001) looks at various combinations of Alternatives 2 and 3 (e.g. floating dredge and lowland spoil). In
addition dredging only one pond was judged a feasible option. However, the benefits were about half those of
dredging both ponds. Moving wet fill off-site was determined to be too expensive to be a viable option. In all
cases, the pond under construction and the adjacent trail would need to be closed during actual construction.

5.1 Alternative I (proposed action) - Dry out both ponds (during consecutive years) and use

conventional equipment

The benefits include the short 2-week job duration, use of conventional equipment that can be fumished and

operated by the City of Lewistown, the ability to keep the cost of the project low enough that new outlet pipe

struchres can be installed and removal of sediment off-site. The drawback to this altemative is leaving the

ponds dry for several months. Bill Berg (personal communications) of the USFWS developed this altemative
and the USFWS has successfully completed several projects using this method.

Appendix 5 provides details for the proposed action. The ponds would be dredged in consecutive years. Each

pond would be drained about 4 months prior to consfuction to allow the sediments to dry out. After the ponds

have dried out, approximately 3000 cubic yards of filI would be removed from each pond with conventional

equipment. The ponds will be dug to about 8 feet maximum depth. During construction Little Casino Creek

will be bypassed around the project area. The fill will be hauled off-site, where it would be graded and seeded

or stockpiled for future use. The City of Leuristown proposes to temporarily stockpile the filI at the City of
Lewistown storage site adjacent to Marcella Road, about 2 miles from the Frog Ponds. The city will take

responsibility for the fiIl. Fugitive dust will be contained at the city storage site. Silt fence and other control
measures will be used as needed to prevent erosion.

Agri Drain inline water level control structures (8 feet by 24 inches) would replace the current flow-through
pipes on the dam (Appendix 6). Installation of a new structure allows for future drawdowns, either for
dredging or to rejuvenate the wetlands for wildlife. The new sfucture will have a locked cover, which will be

much safer than the existing culvert and will pass similar water volumes to the existing structure. Once

installed, the dam will be furished to grade. The trails would be reconstructed and the dam flattened to allow
easy access to fishing. The cost to complete the project on both ponds is approximately $100,000.

5.2 Alternative 2 - Dredge both ponds using an excavator and deposit silt in lowland area

The ponds would be dredged by a 60-foot extended reach track hoe excavator (Jones 2001). Little Casino

Creek would be diverted around both ponds using a pump and irrigation pipe. The ponds would be dewatered

t2
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with pumps. Up to 1200 cubic yards of pit run gravel would be temporarily imported to construct causeways
for equipment access. The causeways would be removed as pond excavation progressed.

Pond silt would be loaded into conventional dump trucks and would be deposited on the bottomland meadow
north of the ponds. Two-feet of topsoil would be excavated to build a perimeter dike to hold in the wet mud.
When excavation was complete the topsoil dike would be spread over the sediment and re-seeded. About 160
feet of the existing Chokecherry Trail system would need to be reinstalled and up to another 800 feet would
need to be repaired. It would take about 3 weeks to complete excavation on both ponds. Cost for both ponds
was estimated at $96,000. The smell from the excavated mud may bother neighbors and the USFWS was
concemed with the impacts of depositing 10,000 yards of fill in the bottomland meadow and building
causeways for heavy equipment.

5.3 Alternative 3 -use a floating dredge and deposit silt in an upland area

In this altemative (Jones 2001) a floating dredge would be used in place of the hoe excavator and the spoil
would be placed on a nearby upland site. The floating dredge would pump mud slurry from the pond to the
upland site. As the mud settled, partially clarified water would be pumped back to the ponds. To maintain
steam flow below the ponds it would be necessary to pump about 50% of the flow of Little Casino Creek
around the project. The remaining amount of water would not be enough to create slurry for the floating
dredge. City water would need to supply an additional720,000 gallons (2.2 acre-feet) over a24ay penod to
initially fiIl the pond. Recycling of water through the project would limit the amount of additional water. The
upland spoil site would require constructing a l6-foot high dam and the removal and storage of I - 3 feet of
topsoil. The site would then be excavated an additional 4 feet. The dam would need long-term maintenance
and oversight by the city. The bottomland spoil site could also be used.

The job duration would be approximately 5 - 6 weeks. Noise would be low with the muffled floating dredge.
The spoil (silt) pile would take several months to dry out before it would be possible to cover it with topsoil.
About 325 feet of existing trail would be replaced with about 225 feetof trail. Cost of this option (without city
water cost) is estimated at $71,000 - $1 I1,000, depending on the operator of the hydraulic dredge. As in
Alternative 2 the smell of the spoil (silt) pile may bother neighbors. The city does not want to accept the long-
term maintenance required of this disposal site.

5.4 No Action
A fishery would not be developed in the ponds. Trails would not need to be rebuilt. Wildlife value of the
ponds would continue to decline as the ponds silts in over time.

6.0 AFFECTED EI\TVIRONMENT AND EI\IWRONMENTAL CONSEQI ENCES

None of the potential altematives will have any impact on the following social and environmental resources:

Exposure to natural hazard
Soils, including Prime or Unique Farmlands
Climate
Creation of a barrier to the migration or movement of animals
Adverse effects on unique, rare, threatened or endangered species
Noise or electrical effects
Conflict with Land Use
Health Hazards
Population and social structure in the Lewistown Area
Employment, Industrial or corrrmercial activity
Changes in Public Services, Taxes or Utilities
Alter the aesthetic character of the community
Cultural or Historical Resources
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Some of the alternatives will affect to some degree the following environmental resources and social issues

6.1 Physical Environment - Land Resources

In any option the dredged material will be deposited in a site that is well above the high water mark. In the

preferred option, the soil would be moved off site for use by the city as needed. In all but the No Action
Alternative there will be an increase of erosion during the construction period. In Altemative I (proposed

action) the sediment would be stockpiled off-site on city property to be used for future city projects. The city
will manage the sediment to insure that fugitive dust and erosion are not problems. In Alternative 2, disturbed

areas will be re-seeded and should become stabilized as vegetation establishes within a few months. Under
Altemative 3, the spoil pile would not be seeded for several months to allow the sediment to dry out.

In the long-term, dredging of the ponds will be beneficial. Dredging will deepen the ponds enough to
provide healthy fish populations and recreation similar to that seen from 1954 - 1971. krstallation of water
level contol structures in the dams will make it easier to draw down the ponds to get rid of accumulated silt
and to increase the productivity of the adjacent wetlands, which will benefit wildlife.

6.2 Physical Environment- Air

There will be only minimal impacts to the ambient air quality as a result of the proposed project. Dust
problems are expected to be insignificant during excavation due to the short consfuction time and since most

excavated soils will be damp. The exhaust of the excavation equipment may not be detectable in the immediate
vicinity. Since machinery will be operating for less than a month the temporary impact of machinery is seen as

negligible.

Stockpiled spoil material will need to be managed to limit dust. Under Altemative 3 it will take several months
for the spoil pile to dry out enough to stabilize with seed. During this time, dust could potentially be a problem.

Dissipating odors from the pond muck could be a problem in all but the No Action Alternative. Allowing the
pond muck to dry out for several weeks as proposed should reduce the pond odor compared to other
alternatives. Prevailing winds would reduce odors in Alternatives 1 and 2. Storing the sediment at Frog Pond
Park would result in more on-site odor during constuction.

6.3 Physical Environment - Water

The proposed project will impact water quality only during construction. Turbidity will be shortlived and will
not impact the productivity of this sfeam. All necessary permits will be obtained prior to construction. A
Montana Steam Protection Act Permit (124) and a State of Montana Short Term Water Quality Standard for
turbidity (318 authorization) will be required for this project and will dictate that construction minimize
impacts to surface water quality. A state water discharge permit is unlikely to be needed for this project under
the preferred alternative. One will be obtained if needed.

In 2001, the upper pond had a volume of approximately 0.5 acre-feet and the lower pond was estimated at
about 2 acre-feet. In 1995, total volume of the ponds was estimated at 5.0 acre-feet (Appendix 7). The
proposed project would result in total increases between 6,000 yards (4.2 acre-feet) and 10,000 yards (6.6 acre-
feet). The total increase from 1995 would be 2 - 5 acre-feet. If the dams failed, more water would flow
downstream than under the existing condition. An engineering firm inspected the dams in 2000 and
recommended only minor modifications to increase dam safety (Appendix 7). Atthat time the volume of the
ponds was thought to be about 2.5 acre-feet more than estimated in 2001. The modifications listed in the report,
to improve dam safety, have been done or will be completed as part of this project. In addition, the outlet
structures will be replaced.
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Downstream flow will increase slightly during pond draining. Higher flows commonly occur during natural4' 
events and should not present concerns during draining. During the refilling of the ponds, Little Casino Creek
will be managed to ensure downsheam flow. To limit impacts on aquatic life, flow of approximately half of
the base flow of I cfs would be allowed downsteam during fiUing. At inflows of 0.5 cfs, it would take about 3
days to fill a 3 acre-foot pond. Water will be provided below the reservoir by either placing stopJogs in a way
to ensure partial downstream flow, by using a bypass pipe to allow some flow to go below the pond. Adding
city water to the steam during dam filling is also an option that will be evaluated at that time.

Deepening of the ponds should not impact water rights. Once they are dredged the ponds will be similar to the
original contour found when water rights were granted in 1955. If the ponds are further deepened the city will
apply for additional water rights. However, consumptive use or water evaporation will not change in the flow-
through pond system.

The Frog Ponds are located outside of the mapped floodplain in Lewistown, MT. Designated floodplains will
not be altered by this project. Appendix 8 shows the mapped floodplain in relation to the project site.

6.4 Vegetation including Wetlands

The perimeters of both ponds have become artificial wetlands. Bill Berg, USFWS, Charles M. Russell
National Wildlife Refuge analyzedthe wetlands associated with these ponds in October 2001. The ponds total
about 1.75 acres with includes about0.27 acres of cattail fringe (Appendix 4). According to Mr. Berg, periodic
dredgrng of this type of artificial wetland increases both plant and wildlife productivity. The temporary
disturbance of these wetlands can be considered a benefit. A Federal Clean Water Act Permit (404 permit) will
not be needed for this project (Appendix 9).

According to Ted Hawn of the federal Natural Resource and Conservation Service there are no prime
farmlands in the project area (Appendix l0).

Weed control will be necessary in conjunction with seeding with native grass seed mix to stabilize fill material
that will not be used elsewhere.

6.5 Physical Environment Fish and Wildlife

Once the ponds are dredged and filled, trout will be stocked by the MFWP. Brook trout, fathead minnows,
longnose dace, northern redbelly dace and white suckers were found during electrofishing of Little Casino

Creek in the vicinity of the ponds in 2000 - 2001. Rainbow trout were stocked annually in the ponds from 1954

- l97l (lvtF\yP 1999). Re-introduction of trout into the ponds will likely reduce the number of fathead

miru:ows in the reservoirs. Rainbow trout are cornmon in Big Spring Creek and have access to Little Casino

Creek below the dams.

In the past year, use at the Frog Pond Park has increased dramatically with the construction of the Chokecherry

Walking Trail. It is unlikely that additional use by anglers at the ponds will increase stress on wildlife.

There are no resident threatened and endangered species known from this area (Appendix 11). Bald Eagles

often migrate through the area but it is highly unlikely that there will be impacts to any federally listed species

(Appendix 12).

6.6 Human Environment - NoiselElectrical Effect

Construction will cause short-term noise impacts on the area under all but the no action alternative. Noise

impacts can be mitigated to some degree by requiring the construction equipment to have mufflers in good

operating condition.
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6.7 Human Environment - Community Impact

During construction parts of the Frog Pond tail system will be closed. The tail is a major walking route

between schools. Construction is planned when school is not in session. Consffuction delays would make it
necessary for an alternative route to be used.

6.8 IfumanEnvironmentAesthetics/Recreation

The project will improve recreation at the site, by creating an urban fishery.

6.9 IlumanEnvironmentCulturaUllistoricalResources

MFWP believes that culturayhistoric resources will not be impacted by this project (SHPO letter in Appendix
3).

6.f 0 Human Environment Summary Evaluation of Significance

The public has been informed of the project by newspaper via articles and a public meeting. To date there
appearc to be little controversy and several folks are excited that fishing opportunities will once again be

available at the frog ponds.

Permits needed for water quality concems are listed on page 14. A 404 permit will not be needed for this
project because the area will not be filled (Appendix 9).

6.f l Summary of Environmental Consequence by Alternative

The following table summarizes each alternative for the environmental consequences discussed above. The
most critical resources were included in the table. The overall assessment shown at the bottom of the table
gives an overall ranking of the altematives.

# highly beneficial to a variety ofresources
# verybeneficial
+ somewhat beneficial
0 no impact on the resources
- Negative impacts, either short term or minor

Major temporary impacts or long term impacts
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6.9 Summary of Environmental Consequences by Alternative

Selected
Environmental
Resources

Alternative I
Dry ponds and
excavate
(proposed)

Alternative 2

Hoe and
bottom spoil

Alternative 3

Dredge and
upland spoil

Alternative 4
No Action

6.1

Topography on
land

Spoil taken off-site

0

Altered
appearance, bottom
spoil

Altered appearance
Dam with fill, high
maintenance

No change

0

6.3

Water quality

conccms

Some temporary
construction impacts.

Piping of water
around project very
minor construction
impacts.
0

Downstream water
reduced. Temporary
Construction impacts

1T",

No change

0

6.4

Wetlands

Minor, ternporary
constuction inpact.
Long term rise in
productivity for both
ponds. Can rejuvenate
with drawdown from
new pipe
+++

Minor, ternporary
construction
impact. Long term
rise in productivity
for both ponds.

++

Minor, terrporary
construction impact.
Long term rise in
productiviry for both
ponds

++

No change
Productivity of
wetlands would
continue to
decline.

6.5

Fish/Wildlifc

Deepen ponds up to 8 -
9 feet. Wildlife benefits
with regeneration of
wetlands. Likely to
overwinter hsh.

++

Deepen ponds up
to 8 feet. Wildlife
benefits with
regeneration of
wetlands. Likely to
overwinter fish.
+++

Deepen ponds up to 8

feet. Wildlife benefits
with regeneration of
wetlands. Likely to
overwinter fish.

+++

Continue to fill
in, deterioration
ofproductive
wetland

6.6
Water

Replace outlet structure

+

No change rn
structure
0

No change in structure

0

No change in
sfucfure
0

6.2,6.6

Construction

effects,noise,

odor etc

Ponds left dry for
several months. Short
construction time. Less
odor

Noise and odor
during construction
less than one
month.

Limited noise but
odorsfor5-6weeks

No change

0

6.8
Recreation

Two ponds stocked,
slow siltation
Impacts to trail less than
other options.
+++

Two ponds
stocked.Slow

siltation.Impacts to

trail

十 十

Two ponds stockcd.

Slow siltation.Impacts

to trail

十 十

No pond fishing

Overall
Assessment 8 5 2 -3
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7.O    Sunllnary and Reconllnendations

Transfer ofo、 Mlership ofthe Frog Pond Park to the City ofLewistown and availability ofinds to drcdge thc

ponds can pro宙 de a great recreational benefltto the City ofLewistowno Several methods were looked at by DJ

Engineenng in their feasibility study,however duc to concern with placeFnent Ofwet sediment on the Frog

Pond properサ an additiOnal op● on,drying outthe ponds,was det― ined by the City Park Board to be the bcst

option.

■Кc alternadves olus nO acuon)were 100ked at in this report.Drying outthe ponds and using convenlonal

equipment for the work is dcemed to be the best option and most econorrucal option.

8.O    List of Preparers

Primary author

Ame Tews                 Bobbi Keeler           Toln Rcilly
NIIFWP                   NIFWP              MFWP
Fisheries Blolo」 st           Federal Aid Coordinator    Assistant Administrator earks)
406‐ 538-4658 ext.227               4064444756               406444‐ 3752
Lcwistown Arca Rcsourcc Offlcc     Helena Hcadquarters       Helena Hcadquarters
P.0.Box 938                 P.0.Box 200701          P.0.Box 200701
Lcwistown,NIIT 59457             Helena,NIIT 59620         Helena,MT 59620

ErmH:antewsの state.mt.us
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Appendix 10.1 Map of Frog Pond and Chokecherry Trail System
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Appendix 2. Little Casino Creek Watershed
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Appendix 10.5 Description of the preferred alternative

The ponds will be worked on in consecutive years, contingent on available funding. About 1 - 2
months prior to construction the pond will be drained to dry out the silt in the pond, which should
make excavation easier. Dewatering will begin in May and June, with construction occurring
between July 15 and September 1.

1) Remove stop logs on current structure to drain pond (1 - 2 months prior to construction).
2) Remove structure (l -2 months prior to construction).
3) lnstall temporary culvert (l -2 months prior to construction).
4) Remove of two culverts in spillway
5) Fill, re-route and grade emergency spillway. This may require raising the ftail.
6) Creek will be routed around project during construction.
7) Remove 1500 - 6000 cubic yards of material from pond. primarily silt
8) Haul material to city compost site.
9) Purchase and install new structure at grade (Agri Drain Inline Water Control Structure)

a. Pipe size 24",with a 31" width, 39" depth and g foot high pipe.
10) Finish project to grade

11) Reconstruct and gravel trail to provide handicapped access to pond.
1,2) Create handicapped fishing access area by dam.
13) Disturbed ground will be seeded.
l4) Refill pond.



Lewistown Frog Pond Dredging and Fishery Development

Environmental Assessment Draft March 12,2002

Appendix 10.11

Endangered, Threatened, Proposed, Gandidate Species, and
Proposed Gritical Habitat - List Updated November 8, 2001

MONTANA

Status/Common Name Range
(Species name)

E - Black-footed Ferret Prairie-dog complexes; Eastern Montana
(Mustela niqrioes)

E - Gray Wolf Forests; Western Montana
(Canls /upus )

T - Grizzly Bear Alpine/subalpine coniferous forest; Western Montana
(U rsus arctos horribilis)

T - Canada Lynx (contiguous U.S. population) Western Montana - montane spruce/fir
(Lvnx canadensis) forest

C - Black-tailed Prairie Dog Short grass prairie; Eastern Montana
(Cvnomvs ludovician us)

E - Eskimo Curlew Short grass prairie; migrant Statewide
(Numenius borealis)

E - Whooping Crane Wetlands; migrant Statewide
(Grus americana)

E - Least Tern Yellowstone, Missouri Rivers sandbars, beaches; Eastern Montana
(Sterna antillarum)

T - Bald Eagle Forested riparian; Statewide
(H ali aeetus le u coce p h a I us)

T - Piping Plover Missouri River sandbars, alkaline beaches; Northeastern Montana.
(Charadrius melodus) Proposed Critical Habitat: Alkali lakes in Sheridan County; sandbar and

reservoir shoreline in Garfield, McCone, Phillips, Richland, Roosevelt and
Valley Counties

PT - Mountain Plover Eastern Montana - shortgrass prairie
(Charadrius montanus)

C - Yellow-billed Cuckoo Wetlands and riparian ecosystems; migrant Statewide.
(Coccvzus americanus)

E - Pallid Sturgeon Bottom dwelling; Yellowstone, Missouri Rivers
(Sca ph irhvnch us albus)

E - White Sturgeon (Kootenai River population) - Bottom dwelling; Kootenai River
(Aci p e n se r tra n s m o nta n u s)

T - Bull Trout (Columbia River Basin and St. Mary - Belly River populations)
(Salvetinus confluentus) West of Continental Divide in Clark Fork, Flathead, Kootenai River

basins; East of Continental Divide in Glacier National Park and
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Blackfeet lndian Reservation - cold water rivers and lakes

C - Sturgeon Chub Lower Yellowstone, Powder and Missouri Rivers
(Hvboosis qelida)

C - Sicklefin Chub Yellowstone and Lower Missouri Rivers
(Hvbopsis meeki)

C - Arctic Grayling (Fluvial population) Southwest Montana - Big Hole River
(Thvmallus arcticus)

C - Warm Spring Zailzevian Gallatin County - warm springs
Riffle Beetle

(Zailzevialhermae)

T - Water Howellia Wetlands; Swan Valley, Lake and Missoula Counties-
(Howellia aouatilis)

T - Ute Ladies'-tresses River meander wetlands; Jefferson, Madison, Beaverhead and Gallatin
(Spiranthes diluvialis) Counties

T - Spalding's Catchfly Upper Flathead River drainage and Tobacco Valley - open grasslands
(Silene spaldinoii) with rough fescue or bluebunch wheatgrass

C - Slender Moonwort Montane and glacier meadows; Glacier National Park
(Botrvchium lineare)

Status
E - Endangered
T - Threatened
PE - Proposed Endangered
PT - Proposed Threatened
C - Candidate

T&E P&C list MT.doc
rev.11l8l01 eb/bjk
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